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state venturing into this area will be forced to break new ground. And of course, enrolling more eligible 
children necessarily means increased state costs. 















CHIPRA’s new options for using data 
to reach and enroll eligible children
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CHIPRA’s New Options










 >  Implication: States have strong, new financial incentives to maximize the 





 >  Implication: HHS and CMS are now in transition. It is not clear when CHIPRA 
will receive authoritative interpretation. In the meantime, a state that proceeds 
aggressively to enroll eligible children, based on a good-faith reading of the 
statute, has a statutory guarantee of federal matching funds, even if CMS 















 >  Implication: As states use these enhanced federal matching funds to improve 
their eligibility systems so they can automatically receive and input data from 
SSA, such improvements could lower the additional cost of subsequently 
improving those systems to do similar things with other sources of data. This 
is particularly likely if the initial investment in SSA-related eligibility system 









by	the	departments	of	agriculture	(such	as	Food	stamps* and the National School Lunch 
program)	and	Education.	
 >  Implication: Some of these grant funds might be used to expedite automated 
enrollment strategies by, for example, improving Medicaid and CHIP eligibility 
systems to incorporate data provided by other government agencies.   
•	 	Enhanced	matching	funds	are	available	for	translation	and	interpretation	services	related	to	
enrollment, retention, or service use. The Medicaid matching rate for these services is 75 
percent.	For	cHip,	the	rate	is	either	75	percent	or	5	percentage	points	above	the	state’s	usual	
cHip	matching	rate,	whichever	is	higher.	
 >  Implication: It is now more affordable for states to fund intensive, community-
based application assistance that targets immigrant children.
































•  The ELA must notify the family of the information to be disclosed to the child health agency,  
explaining	that	(a)	the	information	will	be	used	solely	to	determine	eligibility	for	health	coverage	
and	(b)	the	family	has	the	option	to	prevent	disclosure.			































year 2014 and later years.  
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CHIPRA’s New Options
Other new tools for states to obtain and use data
Most of the new tools described below can be used for adults as well as children.














Specific data access. the	statute	gives	state	Medicaid	and	cHip	programs	access	to	the	following:









•  Vital records data from any state may be disclosed, so long as the above-described require-
ments	for	general	data	access	are	satisfied.		
Federal statutory changes that make it easier to provide coverage include the following: 
•  Electronic signatures	may	be	used,	for	example,	to	meet	federal	requirements	that	Medicaid	
applications	and	declarations	of	citizenship	must	be	signed	under	penalty	of	perjury.	in	the	past,	
cMs’s	approach	to	electronic	signatures	has	sometimes	been	inconsistent.			





•  Requirements for signatures under penalty of perjury do	not	apply	to	elements	of	eligibility	that	
are	determined	based	on	data	from	public	agencies	rather	than	information	from	an	applicant.
























































form may require another to be removed. Notwithstanding such objections, Iowa, Maryland, and New 
Jersey	successfully	changed	their	2008	income	tax	forms	to	ask	parents	to	identify	their	uninsured	










Using the records of other need-based 
programs	to	identify	potentially	eligible	
children and qualify them for Medicaid or 
cHip	may	be	a	promising	strategy.	in	terms	
of nutrition assistance alone, more than 70 
percent	of	low-income,	uninsured	children	
live in families whose members receive NSLP, 
Wic,	or	Food	stamps.21  
To identify uninsured children by using 
these	data-driven	approaches,	further	effort	








FIgURE 1   insurance status of children receiving food stamps 






































































































Tax data that do not show eligibility.	as	with	other	ELE	options,	if	tax	records	do	not	establish	
income-eligibility,	the	state	must	evaluate	eligibility	using	standard	procedures.	presumably,	this	can	be	
done	by	sending	a	regular	application	form	to	the	family,	along	with	instructions	about	how	to	apply	for	
coverage and where to go for assistance.27  
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Determining Eligibility

















































in the United States can qualify for Food 
stamps,	but	at	state	option	they	may	be	
denied	Medicaid	and	cHip.	along	similar	
lines, states may consider an immigration 
sponsor’s	income	in	determining	eligibility	
for	health	coverage,	but	Food	stamps	does	
not count such income.
no	previous	research	has	analyzed	eligibility	





2005. Using methods described in 
appendix	E,	researchers	found	that,	among	








were	ineligible	for	federal	matching	funds	because	of	immigration	status	or	sponsor	deeming.30 In those 
states	as	well	as	others	that	implement	the	newly	available	options	under	cHipra	for	covering	legal-
immigrant	children,	almost	all	uninsured	children	receiving	Food	stamps	would	qualify	for	health	coverage,	












FIgURE 2   Uninsured children who received food stamps  
during the average month in 2005, by eligibility  



















































for health coverage but are not yet enrolled.34
Eligibility errors. Mistaken eligibility determinations are more common with NSLP than Food 
stamps.	according	to	the	government	accountability	office,	98	percent	of	Food	stamp	recipients	

























the vast majority of children receiving free school lunches are, notwithstanding some erroneous NSLP 
eligibility determinations, income-eligible for health coverage under current law. This contributes to the 
case	for	expediting	their	enrollment	via	ELE,	rather	than	requiring	families	and	public	officials	to	evaluate	
whether	children	already	found	eligible	for	free	school	lunches	qualify	under	Medicaid	and	cHip	
income-eligibility methods.  








stay in the United States. 
TAbLE 1   Recipients of free and reduced-price school lunches, by income-eligibility  






Income-eligible for Medicaid  81%  49% 
income-eligible	for	cHip  14% 	38%	












5. Overcoming challenges that arise with ELE



















b. Maximizing federal matching funds. a	state	using	the	approach	to	screen-and-enroll	described	
in	the	previous	section	may	need	to	develop	a	strategy	for	accessing	enhanced	cHip	federal	matching	


























































































FigUrE	3	  percentage of federal income tax returns filed 
































may be interested in enrolling these children because they are healthier, on average, than children 



















































vigorous	follow-up,	fail	to	obtain	necessary	information.	as	a	result,	renewal forms are needed 































reached	just	31	percent	of	eligible	families	after	two	years	of	program	operation;59 and without 
access	to	automated	enrollment	mechanisms,	scHip	covered	60	percent	of	eligible	children	
after	five	years,	despite	dramatic	program	simplification	and	intensive	outreach	initiatives	to	find	
and enroll eligible children.60
•  For decades, Medicare Part b has enrolled seniors automatically when they turn 65, withholding 
premiums	from	their	social	security	checks	unless	beneficiaries	complete	forms	“opting	out”	of	





automatically gives each Medicare Part b enrollee an interim income determination and 


























Appendix B. Basic perspectives on 
automated enrollment
the	previous	appendix	lists	just	a	few	examples	from	a	longer	list,67 but the basic structure is clear. by basing 
eligibility	on	third-party	data	and	arranging	“defaults”	so	that	inaction	leads	to	enrollment,	automated	
strategies	can	dramatically	increase	take-up.	potential	benefits	of	this	approach	may	also	include:	














•  the need to retrain staff to function effectively in a different environment for eligibility 
determination;	and
•	 	the	reduced	ability	of	program	administrators	to	limit	caseloads	by	imposing	procedural	























children whose families fall outside these systems. 




Eligibility for means-tested, federal-funded grants and loans for higher education illustrates this trade-off:76
•	 	if	a	student’s	family	includes	one	person	who	received	certain	need-based	benefits	(ssi,	Food	
stamps,	nsLp,	tanF,	or	Wic)	at	any	point	during	2008,	the	student	automatically	qualifies	for	



















who receive such assistance,78	parents	would	periodically	provide	pay	stubs	and	other	documentation	
of	income	on	an	ongoing	basis,	which	college	administrators	or	federal	officials	would	need	to	verify.	













Appendix C. Examples of state income 





Excerpt from page 9 of the instructions for the 
2008 NJ-1040 form:
Privacy Act Notification
The Federal Privacy Act of 1974 requires an agency requesting information from individuals to inform 











Appendix D. Approaches to addressing 
















circumstances and reduced subsidies. To move towards that goal while simultaneously retaining many 
advantages	of	ELE	in	securing	broad	participation	and	lowering	state	administrative	costs,	following	are	
five	possible	approaches:























































until 12 months following the date of such earlier applications, not 12 months following the new 






























































eligibility	among	uninsured	children	who,	according	to	cps,	received	Food	stamps	at any point during 























TAbLE A-1   nslp participants, distribution by level of nslp 
assistance and actual household income: 2005–2006 
fpl




Less than 50  26.9%  4.7% 
50 to 99 37.0% 13.5%
100 to 129  16.5%  14.8% 
130	to	184 12.6% 41.6%
185 to 199 1.9% 8.0%
200 to 224 1.6% 5.8%











income too high 
for both programs
total
Less than 50  100%  0% 0% 100%
50 to 99 99% 1% 0% 100%
100 to 129 	73%	  25% 1% 100%
130	to	184 38% 59% 3% 100%
185 to 199 26% 62% 13% 100%
200 to 224 18% 44% 39% 100%
225 to 249 13% 32% 55% 100%
250	to	399 8% 10% 82% 100%










health coverage may be determined based on a lower family income value than would be calculated if the income of all related members of the household 














tabLE	a-3			children receiving free school lunches under nslp, by income level and income-eligibility  






income too high 
for both programs
total
Less than 50  26.9%  0.0% 0.0% 26.9%
50 to 99 36.6% 0.4% 0.0% 37.0%
100 to 129  12.0% 4.1% 0.2% 16.3%
130	to	184 4.8% 7.4% 0.4% 12.6%
185 to 199 0.5% 1.2% 0.2% 1.9%
200 to 224 0.3% 0.7% 0.6% 1.6%
225 to 249 0.2% 0.4% 0.8% 1.4%
250	to	399 0.1% 0.2% 1.2% 1.5%
400+ 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.6%
total 81.5% 14.4% 4.0% 100.0%
Source:	calculations	based	on	ponza,	et	al.,	2007	and	Hpc	model	of	2005	cps-asEc,	tables	a-1	and	a-2.
Note: Totals may not add because of rounding.
TAbLE A-4   children receiving reduced-price school lunches under nslp, by income level  






income too high 
for both programs
total
Less than 50  4.7%  0.0% 0.0% 4.7%
50 to 99 13.4% 0.1% 0.0% 13.5%
100 to 129  10.8% 3.7%	 0.1% 14.7%
130	to	184 15.8% 24.5% 1.2% 41.6%
185 to 199 2.1% 5.0% 1.0% 8.1%
200 to 224 1.0% 2.6% 2.3% 5.9%
225 to 249 0.6% 1.4% 2.4% 4.4%
250	to	399 0.5% 0.7% 5.4% 6.6%
400+ 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5%
total 48.9% 38.0% 13.0% 100.0%
Source:	calculations	based	on	ponza,	et	al.,	2007	and	Hpc	model	of	2005	cps-asEc,	tables	a-1	and	a-2.
Note: Totals may not add because of rounding.
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Appendix E










Appendix F. Alternative approaches to 
establishing satisfactory immigration 
status (SIS)
Develop data-sharing agreements with the Social Security 
Administration that allow the state to grant SIS when SSA 




















verifying	ssns	to	states	do	not	provide	routine	access	to	that	field.90 In the future, 
federal	officials	could	develop	a	system	of	digital	verification	that	provides	states	with	
this information. 
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